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Abstract 
Using a group of 130 master students enroll in management educational program we assess their potential leadership style. 
Although some of the previous studies (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003) found gender differences, the present 
paper argues about the importance of sex role identity (Bem, 1981) as a potential predictor of different leadership patterns. 
Additionally the role of nonverbal sensitivity (Rosenthal et al., 1979) is discussed. The results show that participants with 
psychological androginity features tend to use more transformational leadership style and that sex-role identity predicts 
leadership patterns especially in case of men participants. Even though women proved to be more nonverbal accurate than men, 
the relation is week in case of women with high feminine identity.  
12 Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
During past two decades there has been a change of paradigm in studies about leadership, which refer to 
transformational or charismatic leadership as a better way to lead when considering the effects compare with the 
transactional leadership style (Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramanian, 2003; Bass, Avolio, & Atwater, 1996; 
Bryman, 1992; Jung & Avolio, 2000). Transformational leadership is described as enhancing motivation and 
positive emotions of the followers, inspiring and creating a vision of the future, raising the awareness for the 
transcendent collective interests (Dvir, Dov, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002; Rowald & Schlotz, 2009). The new 
transformational leaders exhibit higher level of social influence and provide followers self-confidence to perform 
beyond expectations. Using empowerment and mentorship, they are focused on self-development and, because of 
using individualized strategies to lead they -actualization and willingness 
to invest extra effort for the company (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993; Zhu, Riggio, Avolio, & Sosik, 2011).  
Transformational leadership style has been theorized (see Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramanian, 2003) using 
five dimensions: (a) Idealized influence (attributed) refers to the socialized charisma, whether the leader is perceived 
as being confident and powerful; (b) Idealized influence (behavior) refers to charismatic actions of a leader that are 
centered on values, beliefs, and a sense of mission; (c) Inspirational motivation refers to the ways leaders inspire 
their followers by stressing ambitious goals and offering an optimist projection of the future; (d) Intellectual 
stimulation refers to the way leaders challenge followers to think creatively and find solutions to difficult problems 
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and (e) Individualized consideration refers to leader  behaviors that advise, support, and pay attention to the 
followers  need of self-actualization (Table 1).  
Table1. Transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership style definitions 
*Note: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire   (MLQ, Avolio & Bass, 1991). The current version of MLQ (Form 5X) has 45 items; there are 36 
items that represent the nine leadership factors described above (each leadership scale is comprised of four items), and 9 items that assess the 
three leadership styles outcome. 
In its turn, transactional leadership style, based on command and control, is defined as a less complex leading 
approach and includes: (a) Contingent reward leadership refers to leader  that clarifies role and task 
requirements and provides rewards associated to task fulfillment; (b) Management-by-exception active refers to 
leader s vigilance and preventive action and (c) Management-by-exception passive (passive corrective management) 
refers to ull range leadership theory  (Bass, 
1985) describes also the third leadership style: laissez-faire in which leaders practically avoid making decisions and 
abdicate from their leadership role. 
2. Are women more transformational leaders than men? 
There are some indirect evidence of possible links between women and transformational leadership style. Some 
studies (e.g. Eagly &. Johannesen-
(Carli & Eagly, 2001, p. 632). Some authors (e.g. Helgensen 1995; Rosener, 1995; Yukl, 2002) have rushed to label 
women leaders as being more interactive and collaborative, skilled of inclusiveness, nurturing and focused on 
wer demanding. However those 
MLQ* scales and 
subscales 
Description Item sample 
Transformational 
Idealized influence 
(attributed)  
Demonstrates attributes that motivate respect and pride by 
association with him or her 
Makes personal sacrifices for the benefit of others 
Idealized influence 
(behavior) 
Communicates values, purpose, and importance of mission Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be 
accomplished 
Inspirational 
motivation  
Exhibits optimism and excitement about goals and future 
states 
Uses symbols and images to focus our efforts 
Intellectual stimulation  Examines new perspectives on problem solving and task 
completion 
Enables me to think about old problems in new ways 
Individualized 
consideration  
Focuses on development and mentoring of followers and 
attends to individual needs 
Delegates responsibilities to me to provide me with 
learning opportunities 
Transactional 
Contingent reward 
 
Exchanges rewards for satisfactory performance by 
followers 
Tells me what I have to know to perform my job 
Active management 
by-exception  standards 
Monitors my performance for deviations from 
standards 
Passive management 
by- exception  
Waits until problems become severe before attending and 
intervening 
Takes action only when a mistake has occurred 
Laissez-faire  Exhibits widespread absence and lack of involvement 
during critical junctures 
 
1722   Loredana Ivan /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  46 ( 2012 )  1720 – 1729 
2002).  
 Without referring to transformational leadership style as specific to women, some studies (Catalyst, 2007; 
Krishnan, 2009; Krishnan & Park, 2005) produced evidence that offer support for the idea that women could be 
more efficient leaders, facing better than men today globally competitive business environment. Those studies 
revealed a positive relation between the percentage on women in top management positions and the organization 
performance. The results are explained by the role of gender diversity that contributes to team management 
heterogeneity and helps organization to cope with the new challenges in the business environment, specifically with 
increased global competition and diversity in the work force in general (Hambrick & Pettigrew, 2001).  
 Leadership efficiency could be measured not only in re  performance but also with 
subordinates and supervisors appreciation. Kawakami, White, and Langer (2000) revealed a paradox that women 
leaders are facing: if they adopt a stereotypically masculine leadership using more command and control, they will 
not be liked by subordinates, while using a more nurturing and warm way to lead, although liked, they would 
generate lack of respect. Using a meta-
including gender, where manipulated, Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky (1992) found that women leaders were 
evaluated more negative than men leaders when they expressed autocratic behaviors and the results were especially 
stronger for men participants. Other studies (Carli, 1999; Eagly & Karau, 2002) revealed that men leaders were 
better evaluated in roles and domains culturally defined as masculine, whereas women leaders  better evaluated in 
domains culturally defined as feminine or less masculine. And also women were better evaluated in middle 
management positions relative to men, positions which actually require highly cooperative abilities and 
interpersonal skills women are expected to be good at. Studies using subordinates  direct evaluation on 
transformational leadership characteristics, consistently found that women leaders were seen as more 
transformational that men (Bass, Avolio, & Atwater, 1996). When rated by their superiors, women leaders were 
perceived also as more transformational than their fellow men leaders (Carless, 1998) and transformational 
leadership had been associated with performance appraisal ratings by superiors (Yammarino, Spangler, & Bass, 
1993). Those studies proved that evaluators  gender expectancy played an important role in leadership style 
evaluation (see Budzinska, 2010). Men are not constrained by others  expectations to behave communally and 
inclusive and this is way they can have more freedom to lead in transactional manner, using command and control, 
or to lead in non-participative way. On contrary, subordinates may expect women leaders to give them some control 
in the decision making, to be inclusive and not controlling. In fact, some researchers (Eagly & Karau 2002) support 
this idea showing that subordinates tent to rate equally women and men leaders, especially when their past 
experiences with women leaders were positive. Questions whether women are indeed using more transformational 
leadership style than men have been formulated as such and produced contradictory findings. A field study 
conducted by Moskowitz, Suh and Desaulniers (1994), in which participants had to monitor their daily interactions 
in several working settings, proved that women in general were behaving more communally than men regardless 
their status and the gender effect was stronger when they interacted with other women. Eagly and Johnson (1990), 
using a meta-analysis of 162 studies proved that although women leaders were indeed more interpersonal oriented, 
the differences in men and women task-oriented style were actually very small and more to be found in experimental 
than in field studies. Those studies (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Jacobs & McClelland, 1994) have managed to produce 
evidence of different use of power for men and women leaders, with women being more democratic and 
individually considerate (a component of transformational leadership) and men more controlling and authoritative (a 
component of transactional leadership). 
 Possible differences in leadership style could be attributed more to sex-role behavior than to biological sex 
differences as it has been suggested in some studies that tried to find explanation for the inconsistent gender effects 
(Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; Powell, 1982).  
Bem (1974, 1975) advocated for the sex-role identity theory in which femininity and masculinity are seen as 
interdependent dimensions of self-identification with stereotypically gender characteristics. From this point of view 
individuals, both men and  women, could identify themselves more with culturally defined masculine characteristics  
-oriented type or with culturally defined feminine characteristics (e.g. 
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a feminine sex-oriented type. Additionally, Bem (1981) described the third type, neither 
masculine nor feminine sex-oriented but androgynous  individuals who described themselves both through 
feminine and masculine characteristics, representing a more flexible sex-identity type, possible to be associated with 
transformational leadership theorization. 
Since the launched of Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI, Bem, 1981) to assess individ -role orientation, 
considerable research have been performed in the leadership area, proving that sex-role and not biological sex 
-esteem 
and work satisfaction (Nang-Ling Chow, 1987) or on the way subordinates evaluate women leaders on 
transformational style (Poddar & Krishnan, 2004). One study (Chusmir & Koberg, 1991) proved also that managers 
with masculine or androgynous orientation showed higher level of self-confidence, while managers with cross-sex 
role identity showed lower level of self-confidence. 
New research on gender differences (Eagly, Johannessen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003) and transformational 
leadership have recommended a more contextualized approach, analyzing the interaction effect between gender and 
other socio-demographic variables: age, education, years of experience, proving that, in general, gender produces 
small effects on leadership behavior differentiation but consistent interaction effect with education, for example 
(Barbuto, Fritz, Matkin, & Marx, 2007). Others (e.g. Keller, 1999; Zacharatos, Barling, & Kelloway, 2000) related 
early experience in their families and whether there were situations in their 
childhood, in which they had to take responsibilities, as for example having many siblings or being early separated 
from their parents. Avolio & Gibbons (1988) argued that transformational leaders often learned how to deal with 
conflicts within their families and therefore family circumstances might be an important early predictor for the later 
leadership style. 
 Other research line (Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002; Rubin, Munz, & Bommer, 2005) examines the role of 
emotion recognition accuracy and personality characteristics on transformational leadership style. In fact, scholars 
that have argued about the importance of emotional intelligence in leadership effectiveness (Mayer, Salovey, & 
Caruso, 2002) stated also that accuracy in recognizing others  emotions is critical for leaders who inspire others and 
use a relational-based leadership approach.  
The current research analysis the differences in self-rating of potential transformational or transactional 
leadership behaviors using both biological and psychological sex (sex role identity) as predictors on a group of MA 
students in business administration, with no managerial experience. The research hypothesis is that there will be no 
biological differences in the way participants, as potential leaders, will describe themselves on transformational 
leadership, but there will be significant psychological gender differences, with androgynous individuals, men and 
women, being more associated with transformational leadership style. Additionally we investigate whether the 
actual working status and the number of siblings have an impact on self-rating leadership style and also the role of 
emotion recognition accuracy. 
3. Methodology 
3.1. Participants 
A group o master students in business administration from a Romanian public university (N = 130; 88 women 
and 42 men) voluntary subscribed for this study. Almost half of the participants (49%) already had a job when we 
conducted the research but their work experience was limited (one maximum two years of job experience). None of 
the working participants had a managerial position or managerial experience and 95% of them were 21 to 32 years 
of age (M = 22.92 SD = 2.45). 
3.2. Measures 
Sex role identification. The Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI, Bem, 1981) has been used to asses participants  self-
-translated version of BSRI has been firstly pre-
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tested on a group of 40 master students and then used for the current research. The instrument consists in 60 scales 
of bi-
four possible categories 
of sex-role identity:  F (individuals with high femininity scores), M (individuals with high masculine scores), MF 
(psychological androgyny, both feminine and high masculine scores above the mean) and N (non-differentiated  
individuals with both masculine and feminine scores below the mean). 
Nonverbal sensitivity. A face and body form of Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS, Rosenthal et al., 1979) 
has been used to assess participants  ability to decode emotional situations. This form contains visual items from the 
full PONS, 20 body-only items and 20 face-only items and consists in 40 slides, 2 seconds each, enacted by a young 
woman (aged 24, white, resident in US) who is filmed when expressing spontaneous emotions associated to 
different situations: some with low emotional 
channel only, having a .63 overall reliability. The internal consistency of the PONS ranges from .86 to .92 and its 
median test retest reliability is .69 (Ambady, Hallahan, & Rosenthal, 1995). The visual channel scores significantly 
correlate (r = .50, p < .001) with the full PONS (Rosenthal et al., 1979, p. 53). Participants have to choose the 
correct answer from a dual answering sheet. 
Potential leadership style. All participants fill The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire   (MLQ  Form 5X, 
Avolio & Bass, 1991), a translated and adapted Romanian version (Iliescu, Beldean, & Sintion, 2006). The MLQ 
(Form 5X) contains 45 items, four items for each leadership subscale (see Table 1) and 9 items that assess the three 
leadership outcomes.  
This study focuses on the 36 items that describe each leadership style. Because the nine-leadership factors 
original model has been several times criticized for insufficient construct validity (Den Hartog,Van Muijen, & 
Koopman, 1997), the current study uses a six factor model that is now well established (Bass & Avolio, 2000) and it 
has been confirmed also in studies on Romanian adult population. This instrument combines three of the five 
transformational subscales: idealized influence, idealized behavior and inspirational motivation in one factor, named 
charisma  and combines also the subscales for management-by-exception passive and laissez-faire in one single 
factor called: passive-avoidant. Therefore the data are analyzed using three types of leadership preferences: 
transformational (20 items), transactional (8 items) and passive-avoidant (8 items). 
3.3. Procedure 
First students had to answer each of the 40 items from the Face and Body PONS, when they were told that this is 
a typical instrument to test interpersonal abilities in management selection. Then, they were instructed to fill each of 
the 36 items of MLQ using a five-point Likert scale to tap the frequency of leader behavior  ,  to 
). Participants were asked to think about themselves as potential middle managers in 
a company they would like to work for or they are actually working for and to rate each sentence according to the 
frequency they would have performed that particular behavior. In the end they were asked to describe themselves 
using the 60 polar attributes of BSRI and additional information about their age, gender, work experience and 
numbers of siblings were collected. 
4. Results  
4.1. Sex (biological) versus sex role identification (psychological) and leadership style preference 
There were no significant sex differences in the way participants rated their leadership behavior on the three 
leadership styles, evaluated by MLQ: transformational, transactional and passive-avoidant. When asking them to 
evaluate their potential actions in a middle management position, students, both women and men, had comparative 
mean scores on all scales indicated by the full-range leadership theory (Table2). However, men answers were more 
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divergent on transformational scales than women answers (F = 8.880, p < .01) and this could be an indication that 
leadership role socialization offers more freedom of action for men than for women. 
Table2. Sex differences in self-ratings for transformational, transactional and passive-avoidant leadership behavior 
 Sex N Mean St. Deviation 
Transactional leadership score Men 
Women 
41 
89 
21.80 
21.13 
3.69 
3.46 
Transformational leadership score Men 
Women 
41 
89 
55.80 
57.08 
9.33 
6.86 
Passive-avoidant leadership score Men 
Women 
41 
89 
4.44 
4.79 
2.33 
2.16 
When analyzing the data using participants  sex-role identification (Table3), we found support for the main 
-
androgyn formational leadership behaviors (t = 2.323, p = .024; t 
= 3.263; p = .002 -
scores on transformational leadership self-rating and even though they do not necessarily embraced more 
transactional leadership behaviors, their answers to transactional leadership scales tended to be more divergent 
- F = 5.291, p = .025). 
Table3. Sex role identification and differences in self-ratings for transformational and transactional leadership behavior 
 Sex role 
(using BSRI) 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
t 
Transactional leadership 
score 
Feminine type 
Masculine type 
47 
12 
20.94 
23.25 
2.90 
4.73 
1.618 (p = .129) 
F = 5.291 (p = .025) 
Transformational leadership score 
 
Feminine type 
Masculine type 
47 
12 
56.38 
61.75 
7.14 
7.14 
2.323 (p = .024) 
Feminine type 
Androgyny type 
47 
32 
56.38 
61.47 
7.14 
6.26 
 (p = .002) 
 
To test the interaction effect between biological sex and sex role identification on transformational leadership 
sex-  transformational leadership scales and this effect was stronger for 
men (F = 9.033, p < .001) than for women (F = 6.492, p = .001). 
4.2. Nonverbal sensitivity and leadership style preference 
In general, women were better than men in decoding emotional situations associated with PONS test (t = 2.858, p 
= .005) and this relation was strongly significant in case of body-only items (t = 2.144, p = .034). These results are 
consistent with previous studies using PONS on Romanian student samples (see Ivan & Duduciuc, 2011). In their 
turn, Rosenthal and his collaborators (1979) reported a consisted effect on gender for PONS test in 80% of the tested 
samples (N = 2615).  No significant correlation has been found between nonverbal sensitivity and participants 
preferences for a particular leadership style. However, women who defined themselves in stereotypical feminine 
terms and got higher feminine scores on BSRI were also less able to decode the emotional situations of the PONS 
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test (r =  .277, p < .001). These findings are intriguing especially there is no similar work on emotion recognition 
and sex role identification. 
4.3. Contextual factors: working status, having siblings and leadership style preference 
Using the advantage that almost half of the participants already had a job when we conducted the research, we 
compare the differences between leadership style preferences for the two subgroups of students: with some work 
experience and with no work experience. We control for additional variables that could count for possible 
differences between the two subgroups, by selecting working participants with no managerial experience and no 
more than two years working experience. The data show that participants who already had a job had higher self-
rating scores on transactional leadership behavior (t = 2.018, p = .046) than those with no job experience and the 
mean difference is even stronger for the transformational leadership scores (t = 3.264, p = .001).  It might be that 
individuals who started to work in a particular organization became more aware of different leadership patterns that 
those who were not yet working and had only a vague representation on leadership styles. Additionally people 
having some work experience might value more peculiar leadership patterns than others but this hypothesis we 
could not test here due to limited working experience of the participants. 
 This study provides also evidence that some aspects related to early family experiences could be predictors 
for the leadership style preference. Participants with no siblings had higher tendency to accept passive-avoidant 
leadership behavior, than those with siblings (t = 2143, p = .034).  It could be interesting to test whether the number 
of siblings could be a significant predictor, but this relation we could not test here due to the fact that the majority of 
the participants reported having only one sibling or no siblings. 
4.4. Possible predictors for the transformational leadership style preference 
When taking into account the results mentioned above, a linear regression model has been conducted using sex 
role identification and having a job as predictors and self-rating on transformational leadership scale as dependent 
variable (Table 4). 
Table4. Regression model for transformational leadership preference, using sex role identification and working status as predictors 
 Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
  
 B Std Error Beta t Sig. 
Constant 52.997 .890  59.556 .000 
Have a job 2.923 1.236 .190 2.364 .020 
Androgyny score (BRSI) 6.828 1.422 .383 4.801 .000 
Masculine score (BSRI) 6.318 2.163 .238 2.921 .004 
 
The model accounts for significant variance in transformational leadership style preference (R2 = .239, F = 
. Separate regression analysis 
was conducted on men and women subgroups using the same predictors.  The model account for more variance in 
case of men participants (R2 = .353, F = 6.732, p < .01) than in case of women participants (R2 = .181, F = 5.434, p 
< .01).  Being an androgynous sex-oriented type and having some work experience significantly increased men 
participants  tendency to embrace transformational leadership style. Although the relation is also valid for women 
participants, the psychological androgyny seems to influence more the potential leadership pattern for men. 
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5. Conclusion 
The current research found support for the hypothesis that sex role identification accounts for significant 
differences in preference for transformational leadership style, when future and not actual managers were evaluated. 
elf-rating on transformational leadership behaviors, when they were asked to think about themselves 
as middle managers, were not different on biological sex but were significant higher for the psychological 
androgynous sex-oriented type  those who identify themselves both with stereotypical masculine and feminine 
traits. These results seem no surprising if we take into account that transformational leadership style is seen as more 
flexible and context related than transactional leadership style or than traditional patterns to lead in general. Being 
androgynous sex-oriented type  as Bem (1981) describes in the sex role identification theory  has a significant 
larger impact for men than for women on the tendency to embraced transformational leadership pattern. If indeed 
transformational leadership is associated with higher performance  as some research suggested  the psychological 
androgyny pays off more for men than for women leaders. 
 
preferences for a particular leadership style but the data confirm previous studies that showed higher emotional 
decoding accuracy for women. We argue that this is the case especially in body-only items that might be more 
emotional decoding accuracy is difficult to interpret in the absence of similar research. We can only speculate that 
persons who define themselves predominant in feminine terms could become also overconfident in their ability to 
interpret others  emotions and fail to notice relevant cues in interpersonal situations. If we take into account that 
women will tend to define themselves more 
stereotypic feminine terms. 
 The current study underlines also the importance of some contextual variables in preference for a particular 
with jobs had a different 
approach in judging different leadership behaviors that those with no work experience. Although we could not 
analyze the relationship between the years of working experience and the preference for the transformational 
leadership style with the current gather data, future research should address more specifically the interaction affect 
between sex role and working experience in predicting leadership styles. Even more intriguing are the findings that 
participants with no siblings tend to embrace more passive-avoidant leadership behaviors than those having siblings. 
The idea that some leadership preferences have early family routes deserves more attention. Our sample data was 
y an important 
role as well, since being the first born or the only child have previously accounted for significant differences in early 
social psychology studies about affiliation. 
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